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his results, espedall^ in his dealings with the names
of the godheads. But this objection, I feel certain,
is an error due to our introduction of modern ideas
about language into our study of this ancientf tongue.
We moderns use words as counters without any
memory or appreciation of their original sense; when
we speak we think of the object spoken of, not at all of
the expressive word which is to us a dead and brute
thing, mere coin of verbal currency with no value
of its own. In early language the word was on the
contrary a living thing with essential powers of
signification; its root meanings were remembered
because they were still in use, its wealth of force
was vividly present to the mind of the speaker. We
say c<wolf" and think only of the animal, any other
sound would have served our purpose as well, given
the convention of its usage; the ancients said "tearer"
and had that significance present to them. We say
"agni" and think of fire, the word is of no other use
to us; to the ancients "agni" means other things
besides and only because of one or more of its root
meanings was applied to the physical object fire.
Our words are carefully limited to one or two senses,
theirs were capable of a great number and it was
quite easy for them, if they so chose, to use a word
Bke Agni, Varuna or Vayu as a sound-index of a
great number of connected and complex ideas, a
key-word. It cannot be doubted that the Vedic
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